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later on speaks of it as avidya because it is dispelled by
vidya< This is the proper method-
Suppose the anartha is described as having the nature
of avidya. Its ground is the self and its object is Brahman.
Either in the self or in its object we do not find the 'gunas5
and the 'doshas' (defects) that can be said to arise from avi-
dya.  As such knowledge can bring about the nivritti
(cessation) of all anarthas. So anartha is more important
from our standpoint.

Thus the consequence of this enquiry is :  there is
something adhyasta on the self.   Such a self is not stained
or touched even to the slightest extent by the doshas and
gunas brought out by the adhyasa. This sentence of San-
kara shows that anartha is not ultimately real. If the ana-
rtha is real, then the declared assertion would be futile and
meaningless. The assertion was that knowledge alone can
dispel the anartha.

Avidyadhyasa does not in relaity bring any gunas and
doshas to the self. Due to adhyasa there is the evolution
of the self and the self as the ground of the adhyasa is free
from doshas and gunas. Now the ^vabhasa' (manifesta-
tion) of the eternal consciousness is obstructed by the
beginningless Avidyadhyasa'.  Because of^this anaditva
(beginninglessness) there^ can be no adhyasa parinama for
the self, The self is not evolved out of the 'avidyadhyasa\

But can we say that the self is evolved out of the
ahankaradhyasa" ? Now if avidyaa is the ground of such
an 'agantuka adhyasa' (accidental superimposition) then
there is no need on the part of'the self to have any know-